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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
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OFFICE OF
PREVENTION, PESTICIDES
AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES

Note to Reader
January 15, 1998

Background: Aspart of itseffort to involve the public in the implementation of
the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996 (FQPA), which isdesigned to ensure that the
United States continues to have the safest and most abundant food supply.

EPA isundertaking an effort to open public dockets on the or ganophosphate
pesticides. These docketswill make availableto all interested parties documents
that were developed as part of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
process for making reregistration eigibility decisions and tolerance r eassessments
consistent with FQPA. The docketsinclude preliminary health assessments and,
wher e available, ecological risk assessments conducted by EPA, rebuttals or
correctionsto therisk assessments submitted by chemical registrants, and the
Agency’sresponseto theregistrants submissions.

The analyses contained in this docket are preliminary in nature and represent the
information available to EPA at thetimethey were prepared. Additional

infor mation may have been submitted to EPA which has not yet been

incor porated into these analyses, and registrants or others may be developing
relevant information. It'scommon and appropriate that new information and
analyses will be used to revise and refine the evaluations contained in these
dockets to make them more comprehensive and realistic. The Agency cautions
against premature conclusions based on these preliminary assessments and against
any use of infor mation contained in these documents out of their full context.
Throughout this process, If unacceptable risks are identified, EPA will act to reduce
or eliminatetherisks.

Thereisa 60 day comment period in which the public and all interested parties
areinvited to submit comments on the information in this docket. Comments should
directly relate to this organophosphate and to the infor mation and issues availablein
the information docket. Once the comment period closes, EPA will review all
comments and revise therisk assessments, as necessary.



These preliminary risk assessments represent an early stage in the process by
which EPA is evaluating the regulatory requirements applicable to existing
pesticides. Through this opportunity for notice and comment, the Agency hopes
to advance the openness and scientific soundness underpinning its decisions. This
process is designed to assure that America continues to enjoy the safest and most
abundant food supply. Through implementation of EPA’s tolerance reassessment
program under the Food Quality Protection Act, the food supply will become
even safer. Leading health experts recommend that all people eat a wide variety
of foods, including at least five servings of fruits and vegetables a day.

Note: This sheet is provided to help the reader understand how refined and
developed the pesticide file is as of the date prepared, what if any changes have
occurred recently, and what new information, if any, is expected to be included
in the analysis before decisions are made. It is not meant to be a summary of
all current information regarding the chemical. Rather, the sheet provides
some context to better understand the substantive material in the docket ( RED

chapters, registrant rebuttals, Agency responses to rebuttals, etc.) for this
pesticide.

Further, in some cases, differences may be noted between the RED chapters and
the Agency’s comprehensive reports on the hazard identification information and
safety factors for all organophosphates. In these cases, information in the
comprehensive reports is the most current and will, barring the submission of
more data that the Agency finds useful, be used in the risk assessments.

E. Hdusenger, Acting

Special Review and Reregistfation Division



Cct ober 16, 1998
NVEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Met hi dat hi on. Chem No. 100301. Acute Dietary Ri sk
Assessnent (Monte Carl o anal ysis) DP Barcode D243700.

FROM WIlliam Smth, Chem st
Chem stry And Exposure Branch | (CEB-1)
Health Effects Division (75090

THROUGH: F. B. Suhre, Branch Senior Scientist
Chem stry And Exposure Branch | (CEB-1)
Health Effects Division (75090

TO M chael Goodi s
Reregi stration Branch 1
Speci al Review & Reregistration Division (7508W
and
J. Row and, Chi ef
RCAB
Health Effects Division (75090

Attached is a Monte Carl o assessnent of acute dietary risk for

Met hi dat hi on. The assunptions and data i nputs descri bed bel ow
are all consistent with conclusions and tol erance reassessnents
contained in the Methidathion RED.

Pl ease note that this assessnment is being conducted in |ieu of
using a Monte Carl o assessnment submtted by Novartis Crop
Protection, Inc.(MRI D 44491001). W concluded that their
assessnent needed to be revised to, anong ot her things, exclude
drinking water. W are relying heavily on the discussion
provided in their subm ssion to construct our assessnent as
described below in the detail ed di scussion section.

CONCLUSI ONS

The results of the acute dietary risk assessnment are provided in
the attached Monte Carl o anal ysis for nine subpopul ati on groups.
The nost highly exposed subpopul ations are infants and chil dren.
The margi ns of exposure at the 99.9th percentile of acute dietary
exposure ranged from 156 for nursing infants less than 1 to 587



for femal es (13+/ pregnant/ not nursing).

DI SCUSSI ON

The Monte Carl o anal ysis was conducted using Novigen's Dietary
Exposure Eval uation Mbdel (DEEM software and consunption data
fromthe USDA Conti nui ng Surveys of Food Intake by Individuals
(CSFI'ls) conducted from 1989 t hrough 1992.

An acute NCEL of 0.2 ny/kg body-wt/day was based on decrease in
pl asma, RBC and brain ChE activity (J. Row and, 10/8/97, Report
of HED Hazard Identification Assessnment Review Conmttee).

Resi due distributions were estimted for food crops based on
field trial or nonitoring data and percent crop treated
information. Percent crop treated information was obtained from
BEAD (A. Grube, 2/20/96) and is summarized in Table 1. Data
primarily covers the years 1990-1994 for nost sites and as early
as 1987 for sone sites. Averages are based on wei ghted averages
of data with npost recent years and nore reliable data wei ghted
nore. Early years are weighted very |low. For the acute assessnent
t he maxi num percent reported was used. For sone crops for which
no data were available it was assuned that 100% of the crop is
treat ed.

Table 1. Usage Data for Methidathion

CROP AVERAGE MAXI MUM
(% (%

Artichokes 92 100

Cot ton 0 1

Kiwifruit 13 26

aives 1 2

G apefruit 1 5

Lenons 1 2

Oranges 4 11

O her Citrus - 11 @

Appl es 2 3

Pear s 4 11




CROP AVERAGE MAXI MUM
(% (%

O her pone fruits - 11 °
Apricots 9 18

Cherries 2 4

Nect ari nes 19 38

Peaches 10 13

Pl unms & Prunes 24 29

O her Stone Fruits - 38 ¢©

Al nonds 14 22

Pecans 1 1

Wal nut s 10 12

QG her Tree Nuts - 22 d

a Maxi mum PCT for citrus crop group used.

b Maxi mum PCT for pone fruit crop group used.
¢ Maxi mum PCT for stone fruit crop group used.
¢ Maxi mum PCT for tree nut crop group used.

Summary of Residue Inputs and Assunptions

Met hi dat hi on resi dues are generally not expected to occur on any
food commodities except citrus. Methidathion is nonsystem c and
is applied to pone fruits, stone fruits, tree nuts, and sone

ot her crops (detailed below) before the edible portion of the

pl ant has formed. Foliar treatnents of citrus comodities while
the fruit are on the tree do result in residues; however, they
are limted alnost entirely to the peel. Processing of these
fruit result in sonme residues in peeled fruit and juice (see PDP
monitoring data in Table 2)at very | ow | evels.

Most of the residue values entered in the current analysis are
estimates based on nondetectable residues in field trials
conducted at the maxi numuse rate. According to current

gui dance, it would be acceptable to assune that residues are
present on these commopdities at a |level of % the |imt of
detection (LOD); however, in the current analysis the nore
conservative estimate of »the Iimt of quantitation(LOQ was
used. This was done because the basis for determ nation of an
LOD was not obvious. In the case of orange and grapefruit



commodities an even nore conservative approach was taken to
residue data below the LOQ 1In these cases it was assuned that
maxi mal residues could occur at the level of the LOQ This was
done because of the potential for contam nation of pulp and juice
during peeling and the appearance of sone detectable residues in
fruits analyzed in the PDP program (see Table 2). The maxi mum
residue reported for oranges and grapefruit are 0.034 ppm and
0.014 ppm

Monitoring data avail able from PDP are summarized in Table 2.
The data for apple juice (1997), orange juice (1997) and canned
peaches (1997) were incorporated in the present analysis. The
ot her data are provided for informational purposes.

Tabl e 2. PDP Survey Data Avail abl e for Methidathion

COMMODI TY YEAR | NUMBER [ NUMBER | RESI DUES |LCD @
SAMPLES | DETECTS | FOUND 2

Appl e juice 97 683 0 -

003(242)
004(173)
008( 83)
01(175)

003( 26)
004( 39)
008( 6)
01( 39)

002( 9)

003(162)
004( 41)
005( 96)
007( 12)
008( 6)

010( 126)
014( 78)

Appl es 95 693 0 - NR
Appl es 94 687 0 - NR

Orange j ui ce 97 |692 10 0. 005(10) |0.003( 98)
0. 004( 182)
0. 005( 136)
0. 008( 165)
0.013(101)

Appl e juice 96 177 0 -

Appl es 96 530 0 -

COOOOOOO 0000|0000




CcoOMVODI TY YEAR | NUMBER | NUMBER |RESIDUES |LOD @
SAMPLES | DETECTS | FOUND @
Oranges 96 518 33 0. 005- NR
0. 025
Oranges 95 691 21 0. 004- NR
0. 031
Oranges 94 683 32 0. 004- NR
0. 030
Oranges 93 633 35 0. 002- NR
0. 034
G apefruit 93 632 3 0. 004- NR
0.014
Peaches canned |97 756 0 - 0. 003(115)
0. 004(195)
0. 005(152)
0. 008(177)
0.013(117)
Peaches 96 324 0 - NR
Peaches 95 367 0 - NR
Peaches 94 396 0 - NR
Pear s 97 708 1 0. 005 0. 003-0.01

2 Val ues in parentheses indicate nunber of sanples. NR
i ndi cates that values are not being reported; however, the
val ues are avail able from PDP

The residue inputs for acute dietary risk assessnent are detailed
in the follow ng discussion and in the residue distribution files
listed follow ng the discussion:

Citrus Fruits

O anges and G apefruit

Studi es sumari zed in MR D 44491001 denonstrate that residues do
not mgrate into the pulp of oranges and grapefruit. Residues in
peeled fruit were < 0.05 foll owm ng applications at the maxi mal

| abel rate. A value of 0.05 ppmw || be used for the maxi num
residue in the peeled fruit. This value may be considered to be
conservative on conparison to other foods in this assessnent
where % the LOQ (0.025 ppmis used; however, the full LOQis

5



bei ng used here because of the potential for some contam nation
of pulp frompeel fractions during peeling (see Table 2).

Residues in peel were estimated fromthe peeled fruit data using
a processing factor or 46X. This factor was derived froma
citrus processing study summari zed previously (W Smth, D228746
12/ 3/96) in which factors for processing pulp, juice and peel
fromorange fruit were estimated to be 0.082, 0.065 and 3.8
respectively. 1In the current analysis a factor for conversion of
pulp data to peel was estimated by the ration of 3.8/ 0.082= 46.

Residues in juice were estimated from PDP nonitoring data on
orange juice. A conversion factor for fresh juice to juice
concentrate was derived fromthe ratio of the default factors for
these two food forns in the DEEM software .

Lenons

See the comments for oranges and grapefruit. The orange juice
monitoring data were used as surrogate residues for |enon juice.

Li nes
See the comments for | enons

Tangeri nes

The residues in peeled fruit were based on one sanple reported in
a study sunmarized in MRI D 44491001 in which residues occurred at
0.06 ppm The other tangerine food fornms were derived as for

or anges.

Pone Fruits, Stone Fruits and Tree Nuts

Met hi dathion is used as a del ayed dormant spray in fruit and nut
orchards. Residue data [original references and sumari es
provided in MRI D 44491001] support establishnment of the existing
crop group tolerances at 0.05 ppm which is the |imt of
guantitation for the residue analytical nmethod used in field
trials. Processing studies were not required for any of these
crops because of the use pattern and the absence of detectable
residues, even in trials conducted at exaggerated rates. There
IS no expectation of detectable residues in any food commodity
derived fromuses on crops in these three crop groups.

Sonme nonitoring data are available confirm ng that residues are
nondet ect abl e even at |ower LODs. Monitoring data from PDP were
used in the present analysis for apple juice and canned peaches



(see Table 2).

M scel | aneous Crops

Avai |l abl e residue data for the followi ng crops are referenced and
summari zed in MR D 44491001.

Arti chokes

Applications are nmade prior to bud formation and are not expected
to result in residues. A tolerance of 0.05 ppm has been
established. For acute assessnent is assuned that all artichokes
consuned contain % LOQ (0.025 ppm.

aives

Resi dues were nondetectable in field trials, even at exaggerated
rates. No processing study was required on olives and no
detectabl e residues are expected in olive oil. A residue |evel
of ¥ LOQ (0.025 ppm is assuned to occur in 2 percent of the
ol i ves consuned.

Cot t on

A tolerance of 0.2 ppm has been established for cottonseed. A
cotton processing study was summari zed in the Methidathi on FRSTR
- Residue Chem stry Chapter dated 6/7/88. Residues were
nondetectable in refined oil and meal. The maxi num resi due
assunmed in this assessnment is % LOQ (0.025 ppm

Sunfl ower and Saf fl ower

A sunfl ower processing study was summari zed in the Methidathion
FRSTR - Residue Chem stry Chapter dated 6/7/88. Residues were
nondetectable in the oil. 1In the absence of data on saffl ower
oil, sunflower data is used as a surrogate. The naxi mum resi due
is assuned to be 0.01 ppm The residues on seeds were assuned to
be at tolerance |level, 0.5 ppm

Caranbola, Kiwi fruit and Longan fruit

It is assuned that tol erance | evel residues occur on all of these
fruits.

Mangoes



A tolerance is established at 0.05 ppm and resi dues have not been
detected at this level. A value of %% LOQ (0.025 ppmis assuned
as a maxi mum exposure)

Pot at oes

A tolerance of 0.2 ppm has been established for potatoes but
there are no registered uses on this crop. The tolerance wll be
revoked during reregistration. No residue input is used in the
current anal ysis.

Meat, M1k, Poultry & Eqgs

Uses on major feed itens are to be canceled and there is no

expectation of any residues in these comodities. TheAgency has
recommended revocation of tolerances on neat, mlk, poultry,

eggs.



Residue Distribution files used in Current Analysis

1. oj . rdf (orange juice)

USDA PDP 1997 DATA. Assunes no zeros.
TOTALNZ=10

TOTALFREQ=5

0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005

0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005
182, 0. 002

165, 0. 004

101, 0. 0065

98, 0. 0015

136, 0. 0025

2. appl e. rdf

TOTALNZ=3 assune ¥ LOQ and 3% crop treated
TOTALZ=97

. 025 . 025 . 025

3. pear . r df

TOTALNZ=11 assune ¥ LOQ and 11%crop treated
TOTALZ=89

0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025

4. aj.rdf (apple juice)

USDA PDP 1997 DATA  assSumes no zeroes
TOTALFREQ=4

173, 0. 002

242, 0. 0015

93, 0. 004

175, 0. 005

5. ol ive. rdf

TOTALNZ=2 assune ¥ LOQ and 2% crop treated
TOTALZ=98

0. 025 0. 025

6. orangmax. rdf (used for citron & kunguats

orange based on max fld trial= 3.4 ppm (pul p=0.082x whole fruit)
TOTALNZ=11 assune 11%crop treated

TOTALZ=89

0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28

0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28



7. apricot. rdf

TOTALNZ=18 assune ¥ LOQ and 18%crop treated
TOTALZ=82

. 025 . 025 . 025 . 025 . 025 . 025
. 025 . 025 . 025 . 025 . 025 . 025
. 025 . 025 . 025 . 025 . 025 . 025
8. cher.rdf (cherries)

TOTALNZ=4 assune ¥ LOQ and 4% crop treated
TOTALZ=96

. 025 . 025 . 025 . 025

9. Nect.rdf (Nectarines)

TOTALNZ=38 assune ¥ LOQ and 38% crop treated
TOTALZ=62

0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025

10. Peach. rdf

TOTALNZ=13 assune ¥ LOQ and 13%crop treated
TOTALZ=87

0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025

11. plumrdf

TOTALNZ=3 assune ¥ LOQ and 3% crop treated
TOTALZ=7

. 025 . 025 . 025

12. al nond. r df

TOTALNZ=22 assune ¥ LOQ and 22%crop treated
TOTALZ=78

0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005
0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005
0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005
0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005

13. pecan. rdf

TOTALNZ=1 assune ¥ LOQ and 1% crop treated
TOTALZ=99

0. 025

10
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14. wal nut. rdf

TOTALNZ=12 assune ¥ LOQ and 12%crop treated
TOTALZ=88

0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025

15. Gpfrtmn.rdf (peeled grapefruit)
assunme residue at LOQ in peeled fruit

TOTALNZ=5 assune 5% crop treated
TOTALZ=95
0. 05 0. 05 0. 05 0. 05 0. 05

16. Orangm n.rdf (peel ed oranges)
assunme residue at LOQ in peeled fruit

TOTALNZ=11 assume 11% CT

TOTALZ=89

0. 05 0. 05 0. 05 0. 05 0. 05 0. 05
0. 05 0. 05 0. 05 0. 05 0. 05

17. Lenmonm n.rdf (peeled | enons)
assunme residue at LOQ in peeled fruit
TOTALNZ=2 assune 2% crop treated
TOTALZ=98

0. 05 0. 05

18. peachcan.rdf (canned peaches)
1997 PDP data assune no zeroes
TOTALFREQ=5

115, 0. 0015

195, 0. 002

152, 0. 0025

177, 0. 004

117, 0. 065

19. cot _oil.rdf (cottonseed oil and neal)
TOTALNZ=1 assune ¥ LOQ and 1% crop treated
TOTALZ=99

0. 025

20. kiw .rdf
Tol erance | evel residues

TOTALNZ=26 assune 26% crop treated

TOTALZ=74

0.10 0.10 0.10 0. 10 0. 10 0. 10
0.10 0.10 0.10 0. 10 0. 10 0. 10
0.10 0.10 0.10 0. 10 0. 10 0. 10
0.10 0.10 0.10 0. 10 0. 10 0. 10
0.10 0. 10

12
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21. Nutnmax.rdf (nuts other than wal nuts, al nronds and pecans)

TOTALNZ=22 assune ¥ LOQ and 22%crop treated
TOTALZ=78

0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025
0. 025 0. 025 0. 025 0. 025

22. Tangerin. rdf
assunme max residue in peeled fruit (0.06) and 11% CT
TOTALNZ=11

TOTALZ=89

0. 06 0. 06 0. 06 0. 06 0. 06 0. 06
0. 06 0. 06 0. 06 0. 06 0. 06

At t achment

cc: W Smith (CEB-1), SF, RF
7509C:. CEB- | : WOS: wos: Rn805b: C\MR: 305- 5353: 10/ 16/ 98
RDI : FSuhre (10/16/98).
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U S. Environnental Protection Agency Ver. 6.54

DEEM ACUTE anal ysis for METH DATH ON (1989-92 dat a)

Resi due file nane: nethidat.R96 Adj ust ment factor #2 NOT used
Anal ysis Date: 10-16-1998/10: 23:18 Resi due file dated: 10-16-1998/08:24:18/8
NCEL (Acute) = 0. 200000 ng/ kg body-wt/ day

MC iterations = 1000 MC list in residue file MC seed = 10

US. pop - all seasons Dai ly Exposure Analysis 1/

...................... (nmy/ kg body-wei ght / day)
per Capita per User

Mean 0. 000010 0. 000010
St andard Devi ati on 0. 000043 0. 000043
Mar gi n of Exposure 2/ 20, 896 20, 127

Percent of Person-Days that are User-Days = 96.32%

Estimated percentile of user-days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
i n nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentil e Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000024 8, 348
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000046 4,388
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000077 2,582
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000132 1,519
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000201 995
40. 00 0. 000000 652, 885 0.25 0. 000295 677
30. 00 0. 000004 49, 955 0.10 0. 000503 397
20. 00 0. 000010 19, 693

Estimated percentile of per-capita days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentile Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000023 8, 536
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000045 4,469
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000076 2,623
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000130 1,535
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000198 1, 008
40. 00 0. 000000 750, 829 0.25 0. 000292 685
30. 00 0. 000004 55, 865 0.10 0. 000498 401
20. 00 0. 000010 20, 648

1/ Anal ysis based on all three-day participant records in CSFI|l 1989-92 survey.
2/ Margin of Exposure = NOEL/ Dietary Exposure.



U S. Environnental Protection Agency Ver. 6.54

DEEM ACUTE anal ysis for METH DATH ON (1989-92 dat a)

Resi due file nane: nethidat.R96 Adj ust ment factor #2 NOT used
Anal ysis Date: 10-16-1998/10: 23:18 Resi due file dated: 10-16-1998/08:24:18/8
NCEL (Acute) = 0. 200000 ng/ kg body-wt/ day

Al infants (<1 year) Dai |y Exposure Anal ysis

..................... (nmy/ kg body-wei ght / day)
per Capita per User

Mean 0. 000025 0. 000047
St andard Devi ati on 0. 000102 0. 000135
Mar gi n of Exposure 7,864 4,253

Percent of Person-Days that are User-Days = 54.09%

Estimated percentile of user-days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentil e Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000105 1,913
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000208 959
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000379 527
60. 00 0. 000003 71, 189 1.00 0. 000768 260
50. 00 0. 000007 29, 276 0.50 0. 000879 227
40. 00 0. 000014 13, 866 0.25 0. 001041 192
30. 00 0. 000027 7,357 0.10 0. 001561 128
20. 00 0. 000049 4, 083

Estimated percentile of per-capita days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentile Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000057 3, 485
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000120 1, 663
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000234 853
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000548 364
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000785 254
40. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.25 0. 000904 221
30. 00 0. 000005 43, 162 0.10 0. 001267 157
20. 00 0. 000018 10, 939



U S. Environnental Protection Agency Ver. 6.54

DEEM ACUTE anal ysis for METH DATH ON (1989-92 dat a)

Resi due file nane: nethidat.R96 Adj ust ment factor #2 NOT used
Anal ysis Date: 10-16-1998/10: 23:18 Resi due file dated: 10-16-1998/08:24:18/8
NCEL (Acute) = 0. 200000 ng/ kg body-wt/ day

Nursing infants (<1 year) Dai |y Exposure Anal ysis

......................... (nmy/ kg body-wei ght / day)
per Capita per User

Mean 0. 000010 0. 000044
St andard Devi ati on 0. 000076 0. 000155
Mar gi n of Exposure 20,014 4, 557

Percent of Person-Days that are User-Days = 22.77%

Estimated percentile of user-days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentil e Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000092 2,185
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000188 1, 064
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000417 480
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000827 241
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 001215 164
40. 00 0. 000005 36, 611 0.25 0. 001462 136
30. 00 0. 000015 13,171 0.10 0. 001592 125
20. 00 0. 000036 5, 539

Estimated percentile of per-capita days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentile Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000003 59, 382
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000032 6, 246
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000086 2,322
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000244 821
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000500 400
40. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.25 0. 000801 249
30. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.10 0. 001275 156
20. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000



U S. Environnental Protection Agency Ver. 6.54

DEEM ACUTE anal ysis for METH DATH ON (1989-92 dat a)

Resi due file nane: nethidat.R96 Adj ust ment factor #2 NOT used
Anal ysis Date: 10-16-1998/10: 23:18 Resi due file dated: 10-16-1998/08:24:18/8
NCEL (Acute) = 0. 200000 ng/ kg body-wt/ day

Non- nursing infants (<1 yr) Dai |y Exposure Anal ysis

........................... (nmy/ kg body-wei ght / day)
per Capita per User

Mean 0. 000032 0. 000047
St andard Devi ati on 0. 000110 0. 000131
Mar gi n of Exposure 6, 263 4,213

Percent of Person-Days that are User-Days = 67.27%

Estimated percentile of user-days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentil e Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000106 1, 891
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000212 941
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000378 529
60. 00 0. 000004 45, 529 1.00 0. 000760 263
50. 00 0. 000008 26, 113 0.50 0. 000863 231
40. 00 0. 000015 13, 151 0.25 0. 000972 205
30. 00 0. 000028 7,102 0.10 0. 001380 144
20. 00 0. 000051 3,901

Estimated percentile of per-capita days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentile Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000079 2,524
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000160 1, 246
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000297 672
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000636 314
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000813 246
40. 00 0. 000005 43,780 0.25 0. 000919 217
30. 00 0. 000012 17,039 0.10 0. 001248 160
20. 00 0. 000029 6, 949



U S. Environnental Protection Agency Ver. 6.54

DEEM ACUTE anal ysis for METH DATH ON (1989-92 dat a)

Resi due file nane: nethidat.R96 Adj ust ment factor #2 NOT used
Anal ysis Date: 10-16-1998/10: 23:18 Resi due file dated: 10-16-1998/08:24:18/8
NCEL (Acute) = 0. 200000 ng/ kg body-wt/ day

Children (1-6 years) Dai |y Exposure Anal ysis

.................... (nmy/ kg body-wei ght / day)
per Capita per User

Mean 0. 000028 0. 000029
St andard Devi ati on 0. 000086 0. 000087
Mar gi n of Exposure 7,170 6, 995

Percent of Person-Days that are User-Days = 97.56%

Estimated percentile of user-days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentil e Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000071 2,797
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000111 1,793
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000173 1, 159
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000299 668
50. 00 0. 000002 118, 889 0.50 0. 000440 454
40. 00 0. 000013 15, 273 0.25 0. 000654 305
30. 00 0. 000025 8, 008 0.10 0. 001260 158
20. 00 0. 000041 4,927

Estimated percentile of per-capita days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentile Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000071 2,828
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000110 1, 810
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000171 1,169
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000297 673
50. 00 0. 000001 135, 156 0.50 0. 000437 457
40. 00 0. 000012 16, 733 0.25 0. 000649 308
30. 00 0. 000024 8, 305 0.10 0. 001250 160
20. 00 0. 000040 5,024



U S. Environnental Protection Agency Ver. 6.54

DEEM ACUTE anal ysis for METH DATH ON (1989-92 dat a)

Resi due file nane: nethidat.R96 Adj ust ment factor #2 NOT used
Anal ysis Date: 10-16-1998/10: 23:18 Resi due file dated: 10-16-1998/08:24:18/8
NCEL (Acute) = 0. 200000 ng/ kg body-wt/ day

Children (7-12 years) Dai |y Exposure Anal ysis

..................... (nmy/ kg body-wei ght / day)
per Capita per User

Mean 0. 000015 0. 000015
St andard Devi ati on 0. 000055 0. 000055
Mar gi n of Exposure 13, 068 12,922

Percent of Person-Days that are User-Days = 98.89%

Estimated percentile of user-days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentil e Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000039 5, 087
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000068 2,944
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000111 1, 797
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000183 1, 090
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000253 791
40. 00 0. 000002 96, 359 0.25 0. 000374 534
30. 00 0. 000010 19, 967 0.10 0. 000878 227
20. 00 0. 000019 10, 399

Estimated percentile of per-capita days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentile Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000039 5,117
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000068 2,958
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000111 1, 805
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000183 1, 094
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000252 793
40. 00 0. 000002 100, 469 0.25 0. 000373 536
30. 00 0. 000010 20, 517 0.10 0. 000874 228
20. 00 0. 000019 10, 513



U S. Environnental Protection Agency Ver. 6.54

DEEM ACUTE anal ysis for METH DATH ON (1989-92 dat a)

Resi due file nane: nethidat.R96 Adj ust ment factor #2 NOT used
Anal ysis Date: 10-16-1998/10: 23:18 Resi due file dated: 10-16-1998/08:24:18/8
NCEL (Acute) = 0. 200000 ng/ kg body-wt/ day

Femal es (13+/ preg/ not nsg) Dai |y Exposure Anal ysis

.......................... (nmy/ kg body-wei ght / day)
per Capita per User

Mean 0. 000011 0. 000011
St andard Devi ati on 0. 000036 0. 000037
Mar gi n of Exposure 18, 638 18, 077

Percent of Person-Days that are User-Days = 96.99%

Estimated percentile of user-days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentil e Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000022 9,016
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000038 5, 225
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000072 2,759
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000282 710
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000305 655
40. 00 0. 000002 82, 459 0.25 0. 000317 631
30. 00 0. 000007 28, 372 0.10 0. 000341 586
20. 00 0. 000012 16, 058

Estimated percentile of per-capita days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentile Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000022 9, 140
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000038 5,294
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000071 2, 800
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000277 721
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000304 657
40. 00 0. 000002 93, 071 0.25 0. 000317 631
30. 00 0. 000007 30, 216 0.10 0. 000340 587
20. 00 0. 000012 16, 503



U S. Environnental Protection Agency Ver. 6.54

DEEM ACUTE anal ysis for METH DATH ON (1989-92 dat a)

Resi due file nane: nethidat.R96 Adj ust ment factor #2 NOT used
Anal ysis Date: 10-16-1998/10:23:19 Resi due file dated: 10-16-1998/08:24:18/8
NCEL (Acute) = 0. 200000 ng/ kg body-wt/ day

Femal es (13+/ nursi ng) Dai |y Exposure Anal ysis

..................... (nmy/ kg body-wei ght / day)
per Capita per User

Mean 0. 000016 0. 000016
St andard Devi ati on 0. 000043 0. 000044
Mar gi n of Exposure 12,679 12, 208

Percent of Person-Days that are User-Days = 96.28%

Estimated percentile of user-days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentil e Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000043 4,626
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000093 2,151
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000143 1, 396
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000275 727
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000301 664
40. 00 0. 000001 136, 056 0.25 0. 000322 621
30. 00 0. 000008 23, 887 0.10 0. 000445 449
20. 00 0. 000018 11, 118

Estimated percentile of per-capita days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentile Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000042 4,733
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000091 2,196
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000141 1, 415
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000272 736
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000300 666
40. 00 0. 000001 157, 367 0.25 0. 000321 622
30. 00 0. 000008 26, 408 0.10 0. 000442 452
20. 00 0. 000017 11, 597



U S. Environnental Protection Agency Ver. 6.54

DEEM ACUTE anal ysis for METH DATH ON (1989-92 dat a)

Resi due file nane: nethidat.R96 Adj ust ment factor #2 NOT used
Anal ysis Date: 10-16-1998/10:23:19 Resi due file dated: 10-16-1998/08:24:18/8
NCEL (Acute) = 0. 200000 ng/ kg body-wt/ day

Femal es (13-19 yrs/np/nn) Dai |y Exposure Anal ysis

......................... (nmy/ kg body-wei ght / day)
per Capita per User

Mean 0. 000007 0. 000007
St andard Devi ati on 0. 000024 0. 000024
Mar gi n of Exposure 29,162 28, 307

Percent of Person-Days that are User-Days = 97.07%

Estimated percentile of user-days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentil e Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000020 10, 016
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000032 6, 284
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000047 4,269
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000083 2,408
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000131 1, 527
40. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.25 0. 000201 996
30. 00 0. 000002 83, 857 0.10 0. 000404 495
20. 00 0. 000010 21, 041

Estimated percentile of per-capita days exceedi ng cal cul ated exposure
in nmg/ kg body-wt/day and correspondi ng Margi n of Exposure (MOE)

Percentile Exposur e MOE Percentil e Exposur e MOE
90. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 10. 00 0. 000020 10, 177
80. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 5. 00 0. 000031 6, 355
70. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 2.50 0. 000046 4,311
60. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 1.00 0. 000082 2,429
50. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.50 0. 000129 1,544
40. 00 0. 000000 >1, 000, 000 0.25 0. 000199 1, 007
30. 00 0. 000002 91, 525 0.10 0. 000400 500
20. 00 0. 000009 22,039



U S. Environnental Protection Agency Ver. 6.54

DEEM ACUTE anal ysis for METH DATH ON (1989-92 dat a)

Resi due file nane: nethidat.R96 Adj ust ment factor #2 NOT used
Anal ysis Date: 10-16-1998/10:23:19 Resi due file dated: 10-16-1998/08:24:18/8
NCEL (Acute) = 0. 200000 ng/ kg body-wt/ day

MC iterations = 1000 MC list in residue file MC seed = 10

Sunmmary cal cul ati ons:

95th Percentile 99th Percentile 99.9th Percentile

Exposure MOE Exposure MOE Exposure MOE
US. pop - all seasons:

0. 000045 4469 0. 000130 1535 0. 000498 401
Al infants (<1 year):

0. 000120 1663 0. 000548 364 0. 001267 157
Nursing infants (<1 year):

0. 000032 6246 0. 000244 821 0. 001275 156
Non- nursing infants (<1 yr):

0. 000160 1246 0. 000636 314 0. 001248 160
Children (1-6 years):

0. 000110 1810 0. 000297 673 0. 001250 160
Children (7-12 years):

0. 000068 2958 0. 000183 1094 0. 000874 228
Femal es (13+/ preg/ not nsg):

0. 000038 5294 0. 000277 721 0. 000340 587
Femal es (13+/ nursing):

0. 000091 2196 0. 000272 736 0. 000442 452
Femal es (13-19 yrs/np/nn):

0. 000031 6355 0. 000082 2429 0. 000400 500

10



U S. Environnental Protection Agency Ver. 6.53

DEEM Acut e anal ysis for METH DATH ON 1989-92 data
Resi due file nane: C:\deenmd6\ RED\ nethidat.R96  Adjustnent factor #2 NOT used.
Anal ysis Date 10-16-1998 Resi due file dated: 10-16-1998/08:24:18/8

Ref erence dose (NCEL) .2 ng/day

RDF i ndices and file nanes for Monte Carlo Anal ysis
oj . rdf
Appl e. r df
pear . r df

A . rdf

ol i ve. rdf

or angmax. r df
apricot . rdf
cher. rdf
nect . rdf

10 peach. rdf

11 pl um rdf

12 al nond. r df
13 pecan. rdf

14 wal nut . rdf
15 grpfrtmn.rdf
16 orangm n. rdf
17 | emonm n. r df
18 peachcan. r df
19 cot _oil.rdf
20 kiwi . rdf

21 nut max. r df
22 Tangerin. rdf

OCO~NOOUITRAWNPEF

Sunmmary of Residue Distribution Files (RDF) listed in C \deenB6\ RED\ net hi dat . R96

RDF File N resi dues N resi dues N LODs LOD N Zeros
# Nane wfreq's wo freq' s Val ue
1 oj . rdf 5 10 0 0 0
2 Appl e. r df 0 3 0 0 97
3 pear . r df 0 11 0 0 89
4 A . rdf 4 0 0 0 0
5 ol i ve. rdf 0 2 0 0 98
6 or angmax. r df 0 11 0 0 89
7 apricot . rdf 0 18 0 0 82
8 cher. rdf 0 4 0 0 96
9 nect . r df 0 38 0 0 62
10 peach. r df 0 13 0 0 87
11 pl um r df 0 3 0 0 7
12 al nond. r df 0 22 0 0 78
13 pecan. r df 0 1 0 0 99
14 wal nut. rdf 0 12 0 0 88
15 grpfrtmn.rdf 0 5 0 0 95
16 orangm n. r df 0 11 0 0 89
17 I eronmi n. r df 0 2 0 0 98
18 peachcan. r df 5 0 0 0 0
19 cot_oil.rdf 0 1 0 0 99
20 Kiwi.rdf 0 26 0 0 74
21 nut max. r df 0 22 0 0 78
22 Tangerin. r df 0 11 0 0 89
11

Food Crop RESI DUE RDF Adj . Factors

Code G p Food Name (ppm # #1 #2

020 10 Citrus citron 004. 000000 6 01.000 01.000

022 10 G apefruit-peeled fruit 004. 000000 15 01. 000 01.000



023
024
026
027
028
030
031
032
033
034
035
036
037
038
039
040
041
042
043
044
045
046
047
048
049
051
052
053
054
055
056
057
058
059
060
061
062
063
064
065

066
067
068
069
080
081

G apefruit-juice
Kumguat s
Lenons- peel ed fruit
Lenons- pee
Lenons-j ui ce
Li nes-peeled fruit
Li nes- peel
Li nes-j ui ce
Oranges-j ui ce-concentrate
Oranges-peel ed fruit
Or anges- peel
Oranges-j ui ce
Tangel os
Tangeri nes
Tangeri nes-j ui ce
Al nonds
Brazil nuts
Cashews
Chestnuts
Fil berts (hazel nuts)
H ckory nuts
Macadam a nuts (bush nuts)
Pecans
Wal nut s
Butter nuts
Beechnut s
Appl es
Appl es-dri ed
Appl es-j ui ce/ ci der
Cr abappl es
Pear s
Pears-dried
Qui nces
Apricots
Apricots-dried
Cherries
Cherries-dried
Cherries-juice
Nect ari nes
Peaches
11- Uncooked
12- Cooked: NFS
13- Baked
14-Boi | ed
31- Canned: NFS
41- Frozen: NFS
Peaches-dri ed
Pl unms (dansons)
Pl unms- prunes (dried)
Pl uns/ prune-j ui ce
Mangoes
Loquat s

004.
004.
004.
004.
004.
004.
004.
004.
004.
004.
004.
004.
004.
006.
006.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.
000.

000000
000000
000000
000000
000000
000000
000000
000000
000000
000000
000000
000000
000000
000000
000000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000
025000

. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 700
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000

. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000
. 000



Food
Code
082
097
106
108
181
290
291
294
295
298
300
377
402
404
410
417
420
431
441
442
443
448

Crop
Gp

Food Nane

aives

Kiwi fruit

Caranbol a (starfruit)
Longan fruit
Artichokes- gl obe

Cot t onseed- oi

Cot t onseed- neal

Saf f | ower - seed

Saf f | ower - oi |
Sunf | ower - oi |

aive oi

Appl es-j ui ce-concentrate
Peaches-j ui ce
Pear s-j ui ce

Apricot juice

Sunf | ower - seeds

Tangeri nes-j ui ce-concentrate
Wal nut oi
Grapefruit-juice-concentrate
Lenons-j ui ce-concentrate
Li nes-j ui ce-concentrate
G apefruit peel

RES| DUE
(ppm

. 050000
. 100000
. 100000
. 100000
. 025000
. 025000
. 025000
. 500000
. 010000
. 010000
. 050000
. 025000
. 025000
. 025000
. 025000
. 500000
. 000000
. 025000
. 000000
. 000000
. 000000
. 000000

13

RDF Adj . Factors

#

#1

#2



